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8ince the Grenada Campaign in 1987 the armed services
Mave been criticized on thelir ability to conduct successful
Joint operatiorms. The Dapartment of Det+wInse Reorgamnization
Act of 1786 (Goldwater-~Nichols), provided the catalyst for
new emphasin on Jjoint training. This study providea an
examination of joint operations in World War Il in the
Facific with a focus on the Saipanm Campaign. It discusses
how the Facific Theater was organized and reviews the Facific
Campaign Strategy. The naval, air and land (amphibious)
operations are highlighted as successful examples of how
Joint operations worked in June 1944, Additionally, this.
study provides a short comparison of the Grenada Campaign
with the Saipan Operation. The conclusion provides a summary
of the important characteristics of Jjoint operations that are
applicable for todays leaders. (-, ) _
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SAIPAN AND JOINT OPERATIONS
LHAFTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The Marianas Campaign was one of the key operationms in
the Central Facific Theater during World War I1. Capture of
the Marianmas would break the outer ring of the Japanese
gecurity i18lands and provide the United States with the
ability to project its power against the Japanese homeland.
Once Saipan and Guam wera secured the Army Air Forca (AAF)
could hegin bombing the main Japanese Islands with the new
long range E=29'a, Thia campaign (code name: FORAGER) was
developed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) and executed by
a Joimk force comprised of Naval, Marines, Aray, and Army Air
Forces. ‘

Joint operations (specifically amphibious) had improved
significantly by January 1944, over the esarlier operations in
the Facific (1942=194%). To ansure that any protiems in
Joint operations were kept to a minimum, Admiral Chester W.
Nimitz (Commander in Chief Pacific Ocean Area, CINCPOA)
issued a letter to his Pacific Command on 15 January 1944,
subject: Unity of Commandi

i1.The intricate nature of Joint operations,
particularly amphibious ones, to be carried on
makas it necessary that there exists a thorough
understanding of the principles under which
coordination of operations of the Army and Navy is
to be effected. Both addressess and their

appropriate subordinates will be held responsible
for adherence to thesa fundamental precepts.




ssmrairglye ok #ouenlraed ohat o wtrve Folluwing
@ bracty fe0m rederences fal ana (b be Drought
immediataly %0 Lhe atbantion of all officers
concarnad in Joint onerations....
2. 1 reguire Naval commanders of all Joint forces
to see to it that not only detachments (large and
small) of other Services whether Army or Marine
Corps, but Navy as wall, are left free to
accomplish assigned tasks by the use of their own
technigue as developed by precept and experience,
that is, prescribe the "what," "where," and "when"
untamperaed by the "how."1

Admiral Nimitz, his subordinate commanders, and hias joint

staff ware keenly aware of the difficulties of conducting

Joint vperations. Recent experiences had taught them well.

The focus of this study will be limited to the Saipan
Campaign as & part of the overall FORAGER operatiorn and to
praviding answers for the following questions: What was the
U.B. Pacific War Strategy? What did the U.8. Forces do to
prepare for the Marianas campaign? Were joint operationa
conductad successfully? Then a detailed look at the actual
contribution made by the Navy, USMC (United States Marine
Corps), Army and the U.8. Army Air Force. This will be
followed by a short comparison of Grenada (URGENT FURY) as an
eample of a recent joint operation in the 1980's.

Every effort will be made to answer auestions that can
provide insights that are relevant for today’s warfighters.
Tho Goldwater/Nichols Act of 1986 has provided the catalyst
for renewed emphasis on joint operations. Most war plans
that exiot today and those of the future will require the

gervices to work together in accomplishing their wartime

tasks/missions. Therefore it is vitally important to review

1




DaAast mio i tar operAallon s ksl Jaunt o soerahion g wers used,

The inaights gained “rom a cavisw of these apsrations will oe
particularly relevant to Lthe Jjoint doctrine and laadership
challanges asessociated with Jdoint operations.

As World War Il waz coming to an end the Joint Chiefas of
Staff Mad swet the following postwar joint aducation
pbiectives for the armed farces:

Objective it To produce within sach component of
tha armed forces a general knowledge and
appreaciation of the capabilities, limitationas, and
operating procedures of the other component.
(bjective ?t To promote teamwork between the
componeants of the armed forces in order to achieve
graater effectivenesas of the armed forces as a
whole.

Objective 51 To prepare officars for planning and
participating im joint operations.

Obiective 41 To prepare officers for the command of
large acale joint operations.

Objective 51 To prepare senior officers for the
arercise of command and pe-formance of staff
functions in the highest echelons of the armed
forces.

Obimctive &t To promote the development of
understanding between high echelons of the military
sgervice and those other agencies of government and
industry which contribute to the national effort.2

These obimctives were identified by officers of the armed
forces who, through actual experience in Jjoint operations in

World War-1I, had acquired the practical knowledge to

astablish these joint educational goals which are as relevant

today as when they were written.




ENDNOTES

i{. George Carroll Dyer, Vice Admiral. The

L Amphibians
m7gﬁmmmumwmw.
pp . P R 8} .

2. A.J. McFarland and C.J. Moore, General Flan fgr
Egstwar Joint Education of the Armed Force p. 1.




LHARTER 1
BACKGROUND (FACIFIC STRATEGY) ;

The American aconomical conversion to products for
fighting & war began the day after the attack on Fearl
Hartor. In the summer of 1947 most of the Naval
Force requirements were met in the Atlantic. This gave
Admiral Ermest J. Ming (the Mighest ranking American in
Washington D.C. who favored a greater effort in the Pacific)
the opportunity to begin the badly meeded buildup in the
Facifie Theater. The suwrrent war plans (ORANGE PLAN) called
for the first allied obiective to be the Philippines. The
Frilippines were hey to cutting off Japan’a lines of
communications (sea LOC's) with oil from the East Indies.

During tha Casablanca Conference in January 1947,
Frosident Roosevelt, Frime Minister Churchill, and the
Combined Chiefs of Staff mapped out a global strategy for the
coming year.li The conference agreed to begin the planning
of the Central Facific Campaign. This same group mat again
in May 1947 in Washington (TRIDENT Qonfornn:n), where the
U.S. planners presented a plan that proposed a two-pronged
drive by U.8. forces., One prong would begin from Hawaii
through the Central Pacific (Admiral Nimitz) to the
Fhilippines, the other would Qo west to north along the
Solomons~Eismarch~New Guni®a line in General Douglas

MacArthur'c Southwest Facific Area(SWPA). Tha two drives

would come together in the Fhilippines-South China Sea area,




Fomlari by was Qiver Lo the Qemteal Pacific effort anc the
B[owEh and Southwest acific would take 3 pecondary role
initially.2

The JC% "ad secided that they needed Formosa, Luzon and
Ehe Chinese coastal arwas for staging the final assault on
the Japanese homaland. A major atruggle for resourcaes
avigtad in the Facific, Admiral king believed that the
original plan of zecuring a path through the Central Facific
(Admiral Nimitz) provided the best route to success in the
Facific Thaater. The SWFA (Southwest Facific Command,
Geaneral MacArthur) preferred to take the battle from kai,
Tanimbars, Halmahera, and Mindanao to Luzun (objective), and
that there should be one primary effort under an overall
commander for the Facific. General MacArthur's afforts were
supported by the publisher William R:ndolph Hearst, who
arguad in his newspapers that a supreme commander should be
appointed over the entire Pacific Theater.3

During the months of January through March 1944, heated
discussions and recommendations were held on the best way to .
fight the Pacific Campaign. Lisutenant General Richard K.
Sutherlandy. MacArthur’s Chief of Bt;f+. made trips to Fearl
Harbor anahtu Washington to present General MucArthur’s
strategy for the Pacific. Rear Admiral Bernhard H. Bieri
(Chief of thae Joint War Plans Committee) had the
responsibility of developing the JCS directives for the
execution of the Facific Flan. His staff had listened to the

presentations of the SWFA planners (General Sutherland) and




Admiral Nimitz and his staff, aAdmiral Hing was of course in
favor of the Nimitz plan and lobbied to Qet General George C.
Marshall to support the Central Facific Flan. The final
outcome of these discussions and planning sessions resulty
in a recommendation to the JCS by Admiral Eieri and his Jainc
Planning Staff. The committee recommendation supported a
primary effort in the Central Facific. The actual JCS
decision was reached (in a closed session-no notes) to
provide near term guidance and delay any decision on which
operation (General MacArthur-Luzon, or Admiral Nimitz=
Formosa) would Quet the emphasis for long t.rm resourcing.

Thus on 12 March 1944 the JCS had decided on the
following: General MacArther (SWPA) would seize Hollandria on
1% April 1944 and seize Mindanao on 15 November 1944, The
Army Air Force was Qiven the mission to neutralize Truk.

Admiral Nimitz (CINCPAQO) was directed to selze the Southern

Marianas on 1S June 1944, and to seize Palau on 15 Septamber
1944, 4 The target date for Luzon or Formosa was set for 15
February 1945. Planning responsibilities had been assighed
for Formosa=CINCPOA, Luzon-SOWESPAC, but no decision had been
made on which plan to sxecute. As éhn planning and
resourcing began its final stages for the Marianas the
strategy for the Pacific remained a two pronged effort
working its way toward the Philippines as the first major
cbjective. As the Pacific Campaign Stratagy continues
evolving General Marshall began to favor the Formosa-first

strategy along with Admiral king, Admiral Nimitz, and

1




PRy @L e Foroe menners or the Joint Planning Staff
wommiteee, instead of MacArthur’'s LLuzon-filrat atratagy. The
tight for resources wouwla continue through the summer

months. 5




ENDNOTES

. Fhilip A. Crowl, The War in the Facific, Campaign in
the Marianas, P. 6.

2 .I..bld.-n = 8.

3. Harry A, Gailey, Howlin Mad vs. The Army, Conflict
in Command, Saipan 1744, p. 3.

4, Grace Person Hayes, The History qf she Joint Chiefs
of Staff in World War I11i The War Against Japan, p. %é0.

5. hent Roberts Greenfield, Command Decisiong, p. 468.




CHAPTER I1II
FLANNING AND FREFARATION

The Marianas (Saipan, Tinian, and Guam) were selected by
the JCS in order to secure a forward position inside the
enemy inner defense zone. This position would interrupt the
Japanese air pipeline and would provide a forward basing
facility for submarines and the new long range B-=29 bombers.
The new bombers would be able to strike the Japanese homeland
from the Marianas. «dditionally, this forward position addwe
another critical facility for staging operations for follow-
on missions. FPenetrating this inner defense zone tonlyli.zoo
miles from Tokyo) might alsa force the Japanese fleet out
into a decisive naval engagement.l

Saipan was 1,200 miles from the nearest American base
and the troops to get the job done would be required to
traval over 4,000 miles before anuaultihq thair objectives.
The Fifth Fleet would assemble over 535 ships for this
operation, making this the largest amphiﬁiouu op!rationlin
the Pacific to date.2

FORCE STRUCTURE (PACIFIC)

General MacArthur commanded the Southwest Pacific
Area and was the Commander of Allied Forces (Primarily U.S.
and Australian Army units). Rear Admiral Thomas C. Kincaid
was his Naval Forces Commander); his command consisted

primarily of the United States Seventh Flee. This naval

10




Fegeom am o M, Bl T E T e anenean L. cEee Loe e S@raEr s,
Machrhbuer and wera s oanraohecd e any o way wihn Lhe
Lommander-im-Ghied "acific Fleset ‘ddmiral Nimibz).  The
Saventl Fleeh haa iy own naval facilities, lines of
mommunications, and reported directly to the Navy Department
ey mdministrat;ve instructions., General MacArthur's
Bouthweet Facific Btaff was organized into two separate
headauarters: o combined headguarters and a standard army
headguarterg.3

Admiral NMimibkz commanded the Central Pacific Area. This
waet A larger ocean ares than the Southwest Facific Area and
subsequently had a much larger naval force requirenent. His
dominant land force was the United States Marine Corps (USMC)
commanded by Lisutenant General Hollamnd M., Smith (nicknamed
Howlin Mad Smith) and his Army forces were commanded by
Lieutenant General Robert C. Richardson. Admiral Nimitz had
a single headquarters that was organiz;d Jointly, with all
the forces representing their component on the respective
ataff. This concept of organiring the staff Jjointly was
adopted throughout the majar subordinate commands in the
Central Pacific, and played a vital role in the Marianas
Campaign,

The Army Air Force (AAF) was to operate as a semi-~
autonomous organization in the Pacific Theater. Leadership
of this organization was divided in Lisutenant General George

C. Kenny supporting General MacArthur and Brigadier General

Willig Hale was supportinq Nimitz. Essentially the AAF were

[}

1
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ecieedr oW Acs fad laows e B0 o reeDenteoa Aot dio) LRn Rlavents -
North *acifiog kthe Thirheentb-South Paclificy the Pifth-
Sowthwast Facificy the Tentr-India/Burmal and the Fourteenth-
Chima. These forces were aignificantly spread out
gecgraphically and thus there was no unity of command for AAF
in the war against Japan. The AAF worked in a supporting
ralée and depended on the supparting commands for resources.
The role of AAF in support of the Marianas will be discussed

in a later chapter,

ENEMY

As the marines were getting ready to embark on their
assgault of Saipan, General Holland M. Smith's G-3 section
estimated the enemy strength to be batween 15,000 to 17,4600,
Qf thae total force, around 9,100 to 11,000 weare expected to
be actual ground combat forces. Thease snemy strength
estimates wore based on new aerial photographs and the
astimated enemy reinforcement rate, Thip rew estimate
represented a significant increase of the 9 May 44 estimate
of a total number af enemy troops on Saipan to be between
?,000 to 10,000.4 Howaver the plan'wal developed based on
the 9 May 1944 estimate, General Holland M. Smith had to get
his plan published warly to allow for the subordinate units
to develop their plans and combat rehearsals. Actual
strength of all enemy fcorces on Saipan on D-Day was
approximately 30,000, This enemy size had a significant

impact on the length of time it took the ground forces to

\
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marn cantral of che anties sl amd. fras® actuaal strengrth
figurea further euplainm the difficulties wnits were
experiencing that was Mot inltially fully understood by
General Holland M. Smith and his staf¥f.

What were the sources of information for developing the
enamy intelligence™ Easentially the three primary meana for
gathering information on the anemy for this operation were
photo-recon, submarine aightings, and captured enemy
documents. Some information was developed through signal
intercept and decode; however, in this operation signal
intercept was only used to find the Japanese Fleet (direction
finding system) on one occasion.

Fhotographic coverage had developed into a joint
operation. These intelligence missions required long range
air-photo coverage. Thias was accomplished by flying Navy
Liberators operating from Henderson Field Hawaii. Tha
mission required five days of flying to complete the round
trip to Saipan and back to Pearl Harbor.3 B-24's of the VII
AAF were an important part of this air-photc mission. They
would take care of intercepting the Japanese fighters and
would canduat opportunity bombing missions.

To uéﬁpnc- photo usafulness the Navy had developed the
technique of flying low and taking oblique shots of the
shore. These photos and other information would be
transferred onto large scale gridded maps/charts of the

islands. These were then used by the ships, ground troops

and supporting airgraft alike-thus eliminating the problems

14




of Jdidsrenn pans and STalos Yor sl servloes.b Soni L oar
REfortn fto standardize Drocedures were svident throughout
much of the planning for this operation.

Japanese defanses on these iulands depended primarily on
shipping to bring personnel and equipment/supplies in support
of their operations. The shortage of cement and steel was
saversly aggravated by the American submarine actions. A
captured Japanese document, dated 10 May 1944, indicated that
current freight shortages, caused by shipping losses, have
deprived the islanda of much needed defensive material. Onae
ship out of three iw sunk, and a second damaged, by snemy
submarine action.?7 Saipan was not in priority at the time.
The Japanese believed that the next United States objuétivu
would be the Palaus Island and thus were placing Palaus in a
higher priority for personnel, equipment, and barrier
material.g®

The Japanese strategy for island defense was to
destroy the enemy landing force on the beach. Consequently,
the defendars of Saipan did not dedicate much effort to
defending the interior terrain. The two primary units
defending Saipan were the 43rd Division (reinforced) and the
47¢h Mixed Brigade. Lisutenant General Yoshitsugu Saito
(Commander of the 43rd Division) would be the commander in
charge of defending Saipan. The enamy forces may not have
besn as well prepared as the German's on Normandy) however,
they were more than 30,000 strong, backed by 48 tanks, a well

developad fire support plan, with little manesuver space to

i
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Weree o anaib . T omedh Srvs sal o elensnt was their
determination-willingness te fight and die i f necessary Yor
the Emperor. Thia tenaciouws enemy was to earn the respect of
all the fighting forces of the Pacific.
ELANNING AND REHEARSALS

Admiral Nimit: received his orders to seize the Marianas
an 12 March 1944, and to commence cperations on 1S June 1944,
Hiw astaff and subordinate commands had been working on planm
for the assault of Truk, the key island in the Caralina
Island chain with good port and airfield facilities.
Japanese airplanes could strike both Central Pacific and SWPA
operations from here. The current JCS plan called for
neutralization and bypassing of Truk and seizing the
Marianas. Many questions had to be asked to get the plans
moving at full steam. What was Saipan like? What was the
enamy situation now? What would the enemy situation look
like on 1S June? What could the U.S. do to deceive the eneny
a3 to itm next objective? What was the status of forces
training for this large scale operation? What training was
required based upon previous smaller ocperations? What forces
would the U.8. use and who would bu.in command? Admiral
Nimitz and his joint statf worked to find the answers. The
order to begin photo-recon over the Marianas was Qiven to the
Navy and AAF. The submarine coﬁmand (TF 17 Submarine Paicfic
Fleet) was given the mission of gathering information and
sinking everything it could that was headed for the Marianas.

Saipan-the first island objective in the Marianas-was

16
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anproyciomately 14 L0 miteas long and 4 L/2 miles wide, and
roughly 72 square miles of land., @ituwated 1,290 nautical
miles southeast from Tokyo, it provided a key role am a
refualing and reaupply station for the Japanese Fleet. Two
alréialdn and a seaplane base were critical in Japan'a air
racon and air cover. Salpan's east coast i free of zoral
reefs, mucept for areas within Magicienne Bay. However, the
west coast iw completely fringed by reefs sxtending from one-
fourth to two milen from the shore. This is a volcanic
igland, thus providing more defensible terrain than the
previous coral atolls captured in earlier amphibious
assaults.

In the center of the island is Mount Tapotchau which
dominates the island with its height of 1,554 feet., The
landscape varias from urban aresas around ite main towns of
Garapan and Charan Kanoa, to sugar cane fields, hillm, and
caves throughout the island.®

During the preparation phase the tqcti:al plans were
being finalizaed, wnemy information refined, troop lists
updated (final replacements), liaison teanms assignaed and
criticel rehearsals conducted. The logistical Jupport plan
was dov.lup-dl:un:urrnntly with the progressicn of the
operational plan. Admiral Richmond Kelly Turrer’s
(amphibious force commander) staff Had learned their
logistics lessons from the five previous amphibious
operations they had conducted. Now the senior leaders

focused as much attention on the logistics support plan, as

18



they did on snmir sattls lans.
Thig presenl war nas agarn demonstrated that
logistics and wperations ars inueparable. Joint
operations invelve especially complex logistical
problems which must be emphasized in joint
@ducation, 10

On 4 April Admiral Turner personally put together some
af the initial.planm and obJjectives for the Marianas. He had
decidaed they would take Saipan first, because of its ideal
airfialds and thae fact that it waes located L1O0 milew closer
to Japan., The miusgion statement readt The objective is the
capture of Saipan, Timian, and Guam, i order to secure
control of sea linew of communications throughout the Central
Pacifie far prerparation and support of future attacks on the
Japanase Momeland. Admiral Turner's amphibious operations
had showed dramatic improvements in the Marshall Islands
followimg the lessons learned at Guadacanal, Makin, and
Tarawa. The command structure for FORAGER wam as follows:

hnder Admiral Nimitz

Fifth Fleet-Admiral Raymond A. Spruance

Recon and Patrol Submarines-Vice Admiral Charles A,
Lockwood

Service Force Paclfic Fleet-Vice Admiral William L.
Calhoun

WUnder Admiral Seruance

Joint Expeditionary Force-Vice Admiral Richard k.,
Turner Fast Carrier Forces-Vice Admiral Marc A,
Mitscher Forward Area Central Pacific-(Land Pased
Alrcraft) Vice Admiral John H. Hoover

Wnder Admiral Turper (IF G1)

=Lt Gem Holland M. SBmith (USMC)
Attack Force-Saipan and Tinian (TF
=2),Vice Admiral Turner carrying V'Fhib Corps, Gen
Smith, Comprising 2nd and Jrd Marine Divisions,
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reinforced.  Foumted in sassd ang on
the West Coast.

Sauthern Athagh ¥orge-fHuam (TF 9I3), Rear Admiral
Richard L. Uonelly, zarrvying 111" Fhibs Corps, MG
Roy 8. Geiger, USMC, compriging Trd Marine
Division and lat Fravigsional Marine

Erigade. Mounted in Guadalcanal-Tulagi Area.

Floating Ressrve-(TF S1.1) Rear Admiral H.F.

Blandy, carrying the 27th Division U.8. Army

reinforced, MG Ralph Smith.11

Training for the Marianas operation (FORAGER) began in
the later part of March 1944. The amphasis on training was
placed on day and night exercises focusing on individual and
amall unit level training., Coordination was stressed, with
the naval gun liaison team integrating naval gunfire and
artillery. Further smphasis was placed on the coordination
required among the infantry and supporting tanks. Thae Znd
and 4th Marine Divisions conducted amphibious maneuvers on
Maui between 12-3i March, and 13-26 April respectively. On
17 May they conducted a full scale landing with two divisions
at Moal asa Bay, Maui.12
The 27th Infantry Division (Army) wams able to conduct

ite training for amphibious cperations in late April at Maui,
using the same doctrine for amphibious operations as the
Marinol.li{fﬁonoral Robaert C. Richardson (commander of Army
troops Hawaii) was in charge of the 27th Division training.
Ganeral Holland M. Smith (USMC) wam decidedly upset over the
command relationship for training. Hi was going to command
this unit in combat and he had no control aver its training
or administration while at Hawaii. This meant he was unable

to supervise their amphibious training for combat.
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Rt s LU AR EON ATy ganted Dacaral clollans Ml Bmion oo
CLEMEC ol ang the frichiomn Lhat existed between these two
meraralye would later fusl hhe problems with the 274k
Divivion.14

Overalil these rehearsals were extremely importanht in
develaping the ship-~to-shore maneuver scheme that required
ver 700 LVYT's (Light Vehicle Tanke). Communication problems
were worhked out during the critigue sessions that followed
the rehearsales. Thae Znd Marine Divigion used a "walk
through' rehearsal “echnique which Maior Ganeral Thomas E.

Watson (division commander) thought to be extremely helpful.

Thie allowed for the officers and men to galn a better

understanding of their role in the amphibious operation. 18
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CHAFTER IV
EXECUTION (NAVAL DJFERATIONS)
The Marianas Campaigr, from an amphibious view
point had nearly avarything: great strategic
importance, maior tactical moves including
successful troop landings on three snemy islandsg
tough enemy resistance of all kinds including a
major Fleet battles coordination of avery type of
combat technique of land, dea, and airy difficult
logistic problemsy and the build up of a great
military hase area concurrently with fighting.l
Admiral Turner
The pre-assault operations began with the Army Air Force
(AAF) bombing of FPalau on T June 1944, These bombardment
pperationa bagan the neutralization campeign against the
forward defense (Japanese) airfields located at Truk,
Fuluwat, Satawan, Yap, Felelice, and Woleai. These
interdiction missions by land based AAF not only destroyed
planes and damaged enemy airfields, they unintentionally
deceived the enemy as to the true target (Saipan).2
On 11 Jume Vice Admiral Marc Mitscher's (TF 58) four
fast carrier groups would start their air combat patrols and
attacks orr the Marianas.3 Admiral Mitscher’'s forces
consisted of seven carriers, eight light carriers, seven fast
battleships, three heavy cruisers, ten light crusiers, and
fifty-two destroyers. Their mission was to gain air
superiority over the Marianas.

Admiral Turner established his imperatives for

successful amphibious operations. [t was most impartant to

i
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s@CWwra Lhe sea lines of sSommunications ho the zone of
wantliet, then sstablish zommand of the seas and air around
the nbiective.4 Admiral Mitscher's job was to accomplish
command of the air and assist in tha others.

TF S8'¢ carrier first strike of the Marianas teok place
in the afternoon of 11 Jume and caught the Japanesse
by surprise, All previous attacks by carrier forces had
taken place in the early morning hours. The results were-229
anemy planes destroyed amd only twelve of over 200 attacking
friendly planes lost. These air attacks by Mitscher would
continue through thae 15th of June (D-=Day)

On 13 June the fast battleships began their bombardment
of Saipan as cover for the six mincsw.np.rl<that were in
action at D-2 days. Fearing mines the naval gunfire that
day was conducted at a range of 10,000-146,000 yards. No
mines were found. The inexperienced crews of these naw fast
battleships (146 inch and % }nch shells) inflicted little
damage commensurate with their capabilities.8 Important
targets were not identified and the gurners had a tendency to
concentrate their fires on large buildings and easily
identifigd-tarqets that were of lit;ln military importance.
The old ﬁgléIOIhipl supporting Admiral Turner’'s Task Force
did a better job on the 14th of June (D-1). They were more
experienced in naval gunfire support and they were allowed to
move closer to shore (2,000-%,000 yards) thus-within
effective range of priority targets. Unfortunately the naval

gunfire and air attacks had not touched the enemy artillery
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DENS L L S TP AL ol B SECLEN L s DAL e e a0 L ams ol L
Firat fouwr days of land operations.é
Whila mninesweepera werae doing their Jjob Z,000 vards off
ghore, the Lnderwater Demolition Teams (UDT) were raconing
thie landing beachas of Saipan. Three teama consiuting of
sinteen officera and eighty men, all navy personnel sxceot
for one army and one marine lialson officer per team.7 Thay
coveraed the landing beaches ant determined that no obstaclew
warg prasant, The mnaval bombardment, minesweeping, and UDT'as
had given the esnemy the probable site for the landing force.
The following Japamese mensage was intercepted on D-1.
Sirnce marly this morning the snemy small vessels
have heean planting markers and searching for: tank
passages on the resf. Because as one can see
there are no tranaports, the landing will have to
be after tonight or dawn tomorrow. The snemy
bambardment is being carried out on coastal areas
in anticipation of a landing.®
Certainly strategic surprise had been q::omplinhnd-linco all
the high level Japanese message traffic indicated they felt
the next U,S. attack would be at Truk. Howaver, U.S.
tactical surprise had been lost on the 14th of June, with all
of tha previous bombardment and activities around the beach
aArea. '
BATTLE QF THE EHILIPFINE SEA
The Japanese Fleet was reorganized in March 1944 to
raflect that the aircraft carriers had replaced the
battleships as the most important ships in the fleet.

Another strategy adopted in late 1943 was to mass the entire

Japanene Fleet and throw it against the U.S. Pacific Fleet in

1
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order to deskeay L h wibs one biow,9 At CASE, 15 June,
Admira)l Soeuma Toyoda, (Japanesa Commander—-im-Chiet Combined
Fleet), from his flagship, sent the following message Lo his
asubordinate commands:

On the morning of 15 Jun & strong enemy force
began landing cperations in the Saipan-Tinian
area., The Combined Fleet will attack the enemy in
the Marianas area and annihilate the invasion
force. Activate A«Go Operation for decisiva
battle,10
The A-Go plan was designed to +ight the U.S. Pacific
Fleet in waters south of the Woleai-Yap~Falau line. This
would conserve the fleats fuel supply and take advantage of
the numerous land based aircraft from the surrounding
islands. These land based aircraft were supplemented with 25
Japanesa submarines that had been deployed in May 1944, The
subs were completely unsuccessful-they dathornd no valuable
intelligence and never hit a ship with a torpedo. The
Pacific Fleet sent a flock of destroyer escorts to find and
destroy the subs. Seventeen were in fact destroyed., Of
these, six were sunk by destroyer escort England in twelve
days.11
Admiral Jisaburo Ozawa was to gommand the Japanesa Fleat
for Operation A-Go. He was outnumbered by the U.8. in every
naval category; however, he falt he had the tactical
advantages. His land based aircraft from Guam, Rota, and Yap
(he estimated to have 500 planes on these islands) would
-esupplement his carrier planes. Their guicker turn around

time for armaments would increase his advantage. Japanese

carrier planes had greater range than U.8. planes (American

[}
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planes were “eavier Jdug Lo oarmor dlats orotection and self-
ge@aling fuel tankea)., These planes could recom out ko 280
miles, and .8, 329 miless thay could attack up to TO00 miles
vis a8, 200 miles~thus & standotf advantage, Moast
impartantly the casterly winds allowsd him to aoproach his
enemy and launch and recover planes, while the U.H, Flaet
wollld he required to turn away from the anemy and into tha
wind to conduct aviation operations.12

The J.8. Submarines (Flying Fish, Seahorse and Cavalla)
gave Vice Admiral Raymond A. Spruance (Commander of Fifth
Fleet) the critical information on the Japanese Fleet
locations. On 146 June, Admiral Spruance met with Admiral
Turrer to let him know that he was going to delay the nis.ult
on Guam mndlwms going to prepare for an imminent sea battlae.
Ha would leave Admiral Turner 7 battleships, 3 cruisers, and
% destroyers to protect his forces at Saipan. 0On 19 June,
Admiral Ozawa sent out 4 massive air raids against the U.S
Fleet. These attacks were picked up on U.S. radar and
intercepts were sent up to destroy the attackers. OFf the 173
planes that the Japanese sent on the raids and searches, only
%8 would return to their Japanese carriers. The U.S. lost
23 planes, with 20 pilots and 7 crewnan killed. This was
such a one sided show that it was called "The Great Marianas
Turkey Shoot."13 Japanese carriers Shokahu and Taiho were
both sunk on the 19th of June by the U.S. submarines Cavalla
and Albhacore.

On 20 Jun Admiral Mitscher got word of the Japanese




lean position abeut L1945 houwre. Mz Launched all airgrafh at
&1 mowrs for a strike, ~ith the airplanes returning after
dari (1900 hours). Thigs meant that they would be recovering
the daylight trained air crews at night. That night, Admiral
Mitscher gave the word te turn on all the lights. Seaman
Firat Class Fahey, (from USS Montpelier) wrote in his diary:
Ther something never done before in war time
happened, all ships in this huge fleet put their
lights on, and flares were dropped. into the water.
This all happened right in the Japs back yard
mavbhe &00-700 miles from the coast of Japan. We
would be masy targets for Jap subs that might be
around. It was & great decision to make and
averyone thought the world of Admiral Marc
Mitscher for doing this. This would make it
wasier for our pilots to land, and if they did hit
the water they could be saved.14
The Japanese Fleet had boen badly beaten. Her three largest
carriers had been sunk, some 480 planes 'destroyed. The fleest
would mot have enough time to rebuild and replace her losses
in time for the Battle For Layte Gul+f in Qctober.

During this battle Admiral Spruance had stuck to hia
primary task of taking the Marianas. He did not risk his
fleat in an effort to destroy the Japanese Fleet. His
actions did in fact enable Admiral Mitscher's fast carrier
attack foici to win a major sea victory over the Japanese and

to ensure air superiority, over the Marianas.
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CHAFTER V
AIR OFERATIONS

Air operationn in the Central Facific Theater ware
principally divided into land and carrier based air
operation. They were both involved in reconnaissance, close
air support (CAS), bombing missions, air defense, air
svacuation, anti-aubmarine warfare, air transport, and
alrborne obsarvation gunnery/srtillery missions, General
Henry H. (Hap) Arnold (AAF) had supported the decision to go
for the Marianas as a target~since the B~i9's (long ranb.
bombers) would be able to strike Japan from airfields located
on Saipan,

As Central Facific operations for FORAGER got cranked
up, the problems in the command relationship between AAF and
the Navy began to become a problem. The primary concern was
over the fact that Naval commanders, who were normally in
authority, went beyond.the limits approved by Jjoint Army-—-Navy
dectrine tnzhau activitims were to run., Admiral Nimitz tried
to solve ngbprublom by insisting that all commanders of
Jaint Foré‘i ensure that all units be left free to accomplish
assigned missions by use of their own technique as developed
by doctrine and experience.l This did not solve anything.

In addition, Admiral Nimitz was getting added heat from AAF
Headquarters in Washington, because the B-29 {leet would be

schedul ed for -mpléymcnt 1q the Central Pacific soon. The
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AAF wanted the commardd cablatoonann . salovsd.

Admiral Mimits: cdecidas or thae following solution:
Effactive | May 1944 Shore Nased &Sir Forces, 10 the forward
area woulw be egtablished as & Joint Task Force with Major
Benaral Male (U.S. Army) a8 the Tamk Force commander.2 This
new command wan desigrated Task Force 59, and during the
Mariamas invasion would play a subordinate rola to Task Force
g7, commanded by Viee Admiral John H. Hoover,

The primary mission for the land based air, during the
Marianas, was to neutralize the Carolina Islands, conduct
reconnaissance, and to fly close air support for the
amphibians., JCS directive had made the Thirteenth Air Force
(Geanetral George C. Mennay, SWFA) available to support the
Cantral FPacific QOperations (FORAGER). Thia effort was
coordinated by radio between General MacArthur’s and Admiral
Nimite's staff. The Seventh and Thirt,unth conducted almuost
daily attacks of the Carolinas in order to neutralize their
location, The effort called for long overwater flights with
carmful attention to navigation. These neutralization
missions alwo contributed to deceiving the Japanese as to the
UsS.'s real ocbjective., The Eleventh, flying from air baues
in Alaska and the Aleutian Islands, contributed by bombing
the Kurile lslands. This forced the Japanese to commit air
force assets from the Central Facific area and send them to
the icy north Pacific Region.d

During the early part of the Saipan operation close air

support was flown exclusively by the Navy. On 22 June Aslito

g} !




Al FLRLT 0N JALDAR JAB @0 ag R army A Sn@rati onsg D@ an
o provide cloga abr BUDR0Ch ARG arroorne artillaery
observation. At no time duwring this fight wera the marine
pilots, who ware aspacially tratined for close air support,
amploved for this purpose.4
Following the battle, General Holland M. Smith (USMC)
made these recommendationst
veanthat Marine Aviation provide air groups for
thia wpecialized duty. The troop experience of
sanior Marine pilote combined with indoctrination
OFf new pilota in infantry tactica should insure
greater cooperation and coordination between air
and ground units.S

Admiral Nimitr comcurred with this recommendation.

Close air support (CAS8) problems were numerous even
though naval air liaison teams were part of each battalion.
During the ship travel, these air and naval gunfire officers
conducted briefings on board ship for the army personnel on
how their coperations would be conducted.é The CAS system
took about an hour to respond to the ground commanders
request. When the planes did arrive target identification
was difficult, Dummy runes were conducted by aircraft to
avoid hitting friendly forces. On{y one frequency was
available for all CA8 missions, which meant that
administrative landing operations on the carrier interferead
with CAS missions. The best use of CAS was for strafing
missions, the most effective against the enemy and the safest
technique for friendly forces. Friendly forces used a

variety of techniques for marking targets, some of which are

atill in use today. Ground units used white phosphorus

\
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mortar ~ounds Lo affaatl vely nary “he target. N odome mases
Al aircrath would make dummy dry rung to determine khe
correct target and await marrectionsy however, this is very
Lima2 consuwnming and a poor method that was dropped early in
the campaign. Colored florescent vanel markers were deploved
AS & way ta mark the forward advance of friendly troops. GCAS
became the least cesirable neans of fire support. [t was the
least accurate, least responsive, and artillery and naval

gunfire had to be stopped in order to receive CAS,7
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CHAFTER VI
AMPHIEIOUS OPERATIONS

Tie Saipan landing plam was a model of how to conduct
amphibious lamdings and was used for the remaining operations
in both the Cantral and SWFA Theaters., This operation
incaorporated several new techniques that became the standards
far subsequent amphibious landings. Detailed plans were
pubiished for the orgamization and control by beachmasters,
who ware set in position to handle the landing of multiple
divisions. A new communications scheme was developed to
cover this complei landing party structure. A new system for
the tranafer of assault troops to LET's (Landing Ship Tank)
Irn the +imal staying area was succassfully used for the first
time. The use of close aupport ships with rocket and mortaras
to provide direct suppart to the assault waves was refined.
Lastly, the additinn_ai specially designated hospital LST"s
with the initial assault forces which picked up and evacuated
the initial casualties with new speed was implemented.i

The coordination, planning, aéd crritical rehearsals
resulted in a simultaneous landing, across a reef 2IT0=700
yards wide, of two Marine divisions, landing eight battalion
landing teams abreast on aight separate beaches in a front
covering &,000 vards. Within twenty minutes after the first
assault wave hit the beach, over 8,000 troops were ashore-—an

achisvement unequalled in any previous amphibious landing.
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Overall 97% ships were a2mploved to land 166,000 soldiers
(71,000 for Saipan) in the Marianas.,

Unfortunately, the enemy artillery had not been
destroyed and the enemy had anticipated the landing
beachheads. Having observed the flurry of activity created
by the mincnwiipinq and the UDT (Underwater Daemolition Teams)
the Japnnui. began last minute preparations.

That night the Japanese came out in small boats and
planted flags in the area betwesn the reef’'s edge
and the beaches, to help quide the fire of their
machine guns, mortars and artillery when the
Americans landed the next day.3
Foor intelligence of the enemy’s strength and lack of good
preparation fires from the Navy resulted in the initial
assault taking several days Lo break out from their initial
beachhead. The concept was to use the armored amphibious
vehicles and tractors to move inland rapidly to clear the
beach area for follow-on forces.

The dabris created by thae tree stumps, tank ditches and
shell holes had made movement almost impocwible for the
vehicles., The Japanese followed their tactice and fought
hard for the contested beachhead-using their artillery
effectively and conducting minor unéoordinltcd
counterattacks. They were hoping for support from their Navy
to destroy the U.8. invasion fleet. The Japanase would
continue to fight a tenacious battle until 9 July when the
U.8. forces declared Saipan secure.

One of the key decisions for coordinating fire support

activities was the smployment of the 295th Joint Assault

1)
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[igrnal Jomoany  JaB0O0 miamenths lialson beams) wers
attached to sach hatktaltion prior Lo deployment., This
provided sufficient time o familiarize bhe wits with their
pparating procedures. These teems assigted in naval gunfire,
close air subport and artillery aupport. Thay provided their
own radios and were extremely effactive in assiating the unit
commandars in getting thelr fire g9cpport from assigned ships.
During the initial phase of the battle sach battalion was
provided a cdestrover which fired in direct asupport of their
vperations.4

When the 27th Infantry Division, the Corps Reserve, was
committed to the battle, they immediately exchanged artillery
liaison o#%icnf: with adiacent Marine units to coordinate |
artillery fires. The Corps artillery cell was set up to
prioritize fire support (artillery, CAS, and naval gunfire).
Thus 14 the JASCO team neaded additiomal fires they would
request thece through the Corps Artillery Headquartera. This
insured affective use of resources and provided the
capability to mase critical assets aqaiﬁst the high priority
targets. The units quickly determined that the low
trajectory of the naval gunfire mad; it uniguely effective
Against caves. The ships had another advantage-mobility.
They could move around the lsland of Saipan and attack
targets from various anglew. The artillery required the use
of jewps, amphibious tractors, and army DUKES to move them

around the battlefield.
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WHARTER WIT
SMITH v& SMITH

It is important ho =xamine the problems craated by the
reliat of Major General Ralph C. 8mith (Army) by Lisutenant
General Molland M. Smith USKT during the Saipan invasion,
Why wan he relieved? What impact did this have on operations
in the Facific? The facts surrounding the incident deserve
soma attentlion, especially as one looks at the difficulties
inhaerent in any joint operation involving more than one
brarch of the armed forces.

General Holland M. Smith (Corps Commander) had been
repeatedly disappointed with the performance of the 27th
Infantry Division, (Army) at Saipan. On the 23rd June the
27th was to conduct their division assault, beginning at
dawny however, they in fact did not Jjump off until 1330
hours. The next day, 24 June, General Holland M. Smith
requested and received permission from Admirals Turner and
Spruance to relieve Major General Ralph S8mith of his
command.1 There wat nothing novel about an officer being
relieved. It had happened several times in this war (five
Army generals in the Facific Theater alone).2

What was different in this case was that a Marine
general in a smaller branch of service had relieved an Army
‘general of a much larger branch, This accion not only
complicated problems At Saipan, it sent shockwaves chk to

Washington. Many articles were printed about the Smith ve
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Bmith cantroversy. Lmovactk many arciolisd discussmed tha
differences botwaer the Ffighting philasophy of he Army and
the Marine Corps. This occurred at a time when amphasis 1n
all theatprs was on inter-gervice harmony and cooperation.d
Why was Ralph Smith relieved? Savorpl hey factars
playaed A part in this relief action. The 27th Infantry
Division was a National Guard Division from New Yorhk that had
not heen recorganized prior to deployment. Some service
connected friction between the Army, the Marine Corps and
gome personalities did exist, Most important was the failure
on General Ralph Smith'a part to take effective action
against poor performing commanders in his chain of :ommgnd.
Most all of the National Guard units were thoroughly
reorganized by the War Department prior to heing sent
overseas., This reorganization was designed to eliminate the
typical leadership conflicts that exist in hometown
erganizations where former employers end up subordinate to
their employees. The officers of th; 27th Division were on
the averaga ten years older than their peers in the Marines,
Many of'thc nfficers were incompetent and had not besn
replaced prior to Saipan. General Holland M. Smith (USMC)
saw some 64;th||¢ officers in action at Makin Island. &
During the Gilbert’'s invasion, General Holland M. Smith
(UBMC) had closely observed the actions of the 27th Division.
He was disappointed with their performance and had been
unhappy about their choice as a supporting unit during these

operations (Saipan),.3 He had expected the army troops to do
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Ad well as “ma mario®d and L M E o oRinLon Shev mad dore
poarl e alt Makin., Me swnceraly felt the oroblem with the 27tk
had “een the failure of its officers.& OGeneral Holland M.
Smith let hia opinion be known at Fear) Harbor and this made
l.iautenant General Robert 0, Richardsan, the senior army
pfficar on Admiral Nimit: stafé, very mad. He sent a "FOR
YOUR EYES (NLY" letter to Admiral Nimit:z recommending General
Molland Smith for USMC admin duties and that he (General
Richardson) be placed in the Corps commanders position for
the coming invasions (Marshall Islands),
It is recommended that: a. The responsibilities
asuigned to the headquarters of Fifth Amphibious
Corps be administrative duties in connection with
USMC troopas im the Central Pacific Area. b. When
the time arrives for the employment of a tactical
Corps as such in the Central Pacific Area, the
Corps Headquarters and Corps Troops, combat and
service, be furnished by the Army.?7
Admiral Nimitz discounted the letter, believing that it was
in response to the salty words General Holland M. Smith wam
spreading around Hawaii about General Ralph Smith"s failures
at Makin. These problems between the senior commander's
would indirectly contribute to General Ralph Smith's relief
at Saipan.

Many factors contributed to the poor performance of the
27th on Saipan. They were attacking the strength of the
anemy force in the most difficult terrain (Death Valley).
Friction between V Amphibious CQFPI”HCIdQUCrtIPI and the 27th
Division Headquarters tended to add to the confusion in

communications. There was certainly some justification in

Ganeral Holland M. Smith's concern over the performance of
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LE w b, SRR AT e s mer s S aguaenily
URncoordinated) unute cRneatedly vl indesw drom advanced
wOsitLong bo more favorables terraic for bhetyr night bivouvacss
they repeatedly vielded tarrcain they had praviously gained
through hard fighting, Whatever the circumstances, these
facts certainly raise gquestiony about the aggressiveness and
combat effectiveness of the division.8

Durang the war and since that time there have been long
digcussions about the differences in tactical doctrine
betwaen the Marine Corps and thae Army. Non=Military writers
believed that the Marines sacrificed lives for speed while
the Army favored more corservative u-u.nf their manpawer.
Wherwas, the Army relied on heavy concentrations of artillery
prior to faunchinq their infantry attacks; by=-passing and
mopping up technigques were used onlyAby the Marines.
Subsequently the Army was more likely gu attack across the
front and make the enemy defenses tutafly crumble.9 The
truth was that officers of the Marine Corps and Army attended
the same schools and had similar doctrine. No deficiencies
in fighting doctrine was noted at Saipan. Thae primary
pProblem lay in the manner of execution.

Th-n‘:;wo genarals had superb backgrounds for command.
Their psrsonalities were different, but that should not have
laused the friction that existed. General Ralph Smith (Army)
had enjoyed a successful career. As a young officer he had
fought with the 14th Infantry as part of the ist Division in
World War I. He served on saveral teaching assignments at

4
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Ft. Benning, West Foint, and Ft. Leavenworth. Follaowing his
vaar as 4 student at the War Colleqge, ne replaced Colonel
Robert Eichelberger (later a Genaral and Commander of Eight
Army) in the summer of 1938, on the G-2 staff of the War
Department General Staff.10 His background was primarily
European, including two years as an exchange officer in
France at their military college. EBErigadier General S.L.A.
. Marshall (World War II historian) said about his first
imprassjions of Gerneral Ralph Smith:
On first meeting Ralph S8mith, I felt it was the
beginning of a lifelong friendship and that we
would always understand one another, with no small
questions being asked. Ralph iw rangy in build and
breezy in nature. His extreme consideration for
all other martals would keap him from being rated

among the great ceaptains; he is a somewhat
rarer specimen, a generous Christian Gentleman.ii

General Holland M. Smith (USMC, “Howlin Mad Smith) left
his job as an Alabama lawyer and Jjoined the Marines as a 2nd
Lieutenant in March 1905, He served in a variety of
assignments to include one on the Third Army staff during
World War I. He saw combat during Nicaragua, Santo Domingo
and France prior to World War Il. He was one of two Marine
officers to attend the Naval War College in 1920. Following
the War College he was in the War Plans Division of Naval
. Operations and the Joint Army Navy Planning Committee.12 In

September 1942 he took command of the ist Amphibious Corpe

and the 2nd Joint Training Force.

This placed him in charge of the amphibious training of
all the new Marine divisions, and the amphibious training of

the Army’s 7th, 77th, B8ist, and %éth Infantry Divisions.
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Gemaral Hmith Mad a raDUBaLLOn A8 A 3Traamar and Lt NS
believaed that thigs bhaw initially wepted Mim from the war.

Despite warnings againet trying to mix the volatile
personalities Of General Holland M. Smith and Rear
Admiral R.k. Turner, his naval expert on amphibious
landings, Admiral Nimitz had decided to bring
General Smith to the Central Facific.

Admiral Spruance noted: "Howlin Mad" and “"Terrible
Turnar" together and they were both strong and
determined characters, but I was confident that
they would work things out between them-and they
did. 13 .

Frobably the best aswessmant £o come out of the Smith vs
Smith controversy and to answer the question of the impact
of this incident, was Admiral Turner's concept of what had to
happen to make amphibious operations work:

I learned a tremendous amount during World War II-
about strategy and tactice and about naval
doctrine. I also learned a lot about the
technigue of warfare, and particularly the
technique of naval amphibious operatiors. We
found the most important technigue of amphibious
warfare to be the willingness and ability to
cooperate in spite of differences of oginion or
viewpoint between individuals, between ranchee in
each sarvice and betwesn the different services
thamsslves, including allied services., Many
different types of tactical eslements are involved
in amphibious operationa. Each type has its
particular use. If they are any good, the men of
all thase eslements believe they are the particular
Qroup wha will most contribute to success. Their
upinions and efforts must always bw conaidered and
_appreciated. Conflicts between the different

. wlaments (which are inevitable) must be adiusted

»in order to produce smooth working team.i4
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CHAPTER VIII
JOINT OPERATIONS AND GRENADA

Has the United States Military improved in its ability
to conduct joint operations since World War 117 Results from
the mowt recent Jjoint operation in Fanama (Operation JUST
CAUSE) have not been relesased; however, combat experience
from Grenada showed that a lack of authoritative Joint
doctrine can lead to fratricide and complications on the
battlefield.

In July 1947 Congress asstablished the National Security
Act of 1947, The intent of this act was to bring unification
te the Armed Forces. The country would now have three
distinct services, Department of the Army, Department of the
Navy, and the Department of the Alr Force., These services
would be subordinate to the Department of Defense (DOD). By
1949 Secretary of Defense Jam»s Forvestal had astablished his
position and had required the Joint Chiefs of Staff to
develop joint doctrine for juint operations.1 The Joint
Action Armed Forces (JAAF), developed an outline for joint
policies and doctrine for joint operations in order to meset
Secretary Forrestal’s guidance. The JAAF became the basic
document for today's joint publications,

From 1949 until the rescus/invasion of the Island of

Grenada in 1983, the emphaais on joint training had received

[}
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Lithle attention. Tha Inchon Landing, during the Borean War,
was cartainly a superd joint amphibious obErationi nowever,
all the hey leaders involved had participated in World War
1I.2 Even the Inchon landing had sevaral problems related
to Jjointness. The ground commander, Genaeral Edward M. Arnold
(Army) did not gain command of the ground forces until the
fifth day of the battle, because Admiral James Doyle
(Amphibiouws Commander) had convincad General Arnold to agree
to NO% of land forces to he transferred to shore before
twrning over command. This delayed the attach toward Seoul.3

Once in command ashore, General Arnold began having
problems with his Marine Division Commander Major General
Smith. Every cdrder was gquestioned on concerns ovar docirinnl
differences and General Smith delayed or avoided compliance
but never opanly discbeyed Genaral Arnold's orders.4

Congrass passed the Defense Reorganization Act of 1986,
better Lnown as the Goldwater-Nichols Act. Several Senate
Armed Services Committee studies had pointed out problems in
Joint operations and Joint training.3 These studies were
initiated by the results of Grenada and the problems
associated with the DOD budget process.

A review of tho results of Granada (URGENT FURY) should
provide some insights into the United States capability to
conduct Joint operations in 1983, Thiw operation involved

20,000 servicemen, including sailors, soldiers, airmen and

marines along with Special Operations Forces from the Army,

Navy, and Air Force. The cperation was conceived, planned
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A Laumchea 0 gust four dave.d Several preblems showed up
in this operation, NO averall grouna componant commander was
initially designated for the operation. Communication
problems were asignificant throughout the first three days of
the operation. Failure in proper fire support planning and
arecution contributed to friendly casualties. Poor
intelligence led to tactical problems and had the most
adverse impact on the execution of the plan.?

At ad hHoo headquarteara was put together by the CINC of
the Atlantic Command who was tashked to plan Urgent Fury. The
Urgent Fury Task Force was rapidly'AIsomblid and named Jeint
Task Force 120 (JTF 130) with Vice-Admiral Joseph Metcalé 11T
identified as its commander.B His staff, which had never
worked together before, had to develop & plan fraom scratch
(JCE decided not to use an OPLAN already on the shelf) with
little intelligence and very poor maps.

Fraoblems in communications were significant. Valuable
intelligence information was not relayed to the soldiers
fighting the battle. Infantry units (Ranger Battalions)
needing fire support were unable to talk to the Navy ships
that wnro(gqn miles off shore and visible to the battalion
commandor;!PrTho support aircraft were unable to clearly
understand the non-standard instructions and this led to
confusion and possible unnecessary friendly ~asualties. JTF
120 lacked any staff members that knew how to plan and
coordinate joint fire support programs (aircraft and naval

gunfire) for the ground foices.l0
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;  The intelligence wshortcomings led directly ar indirsctly
- to thae delay ot kH=hour for UrQent Fury. Mot krowing the
status of tha enemy dispositiond, intentions and strength
caused sigrnificant planning problems., These same problems
:Q carried thamselves into the operation itself., The Rules of
Engagemant (ROE) were such that this operation was intended
to be & guick surgical strike Laking advantsage of surprise.
M Our afforts to use stealth and surprise were lost due to
intelligence. The plan called for the oparation to begin at
e DIVO howrs, Thus, utilizing the advantage of U.8., Forces
capability to operate at night. Unable to get accurate
information (intelligence) on the status of the primary
airfield, SEAL teams were sent in to provide information and
to emplace beacons for the aircraft. Delays with the SEAL
teams led directly to the operation starting st 0330 hours
(daylight) with a fully alert enemy who heard tha L~130's
flying around in a holding pattern at high altituden.
S16PAN ys GRENARA
A look back at the Saipan Campaign indicates that U.S.
forces in the Pacific, at this stage of World War II, wers
well prnnggpd to execute joint operations. They understood
urity n(i:;ﬁnand and kept their joint staffs together to take
advantage of their expertise and to maintain continuity.
- Ground Force Commanders hand-over of the battle from the
. Naval (Amphibious) commander was efficient and effective in
command and control.

Commurication problems may have been a problem between

k9
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some of the aenior commandars (QRe-cn-ond) s however, hthe
Btaffs ware integrated at all levels and lialson tzams were
athached early on in the planning to allow for rehearsals and
affective training to occurs They had learned the hard
lassons of combat and incorporated these into their standard
operating procadures (S0F'sg).

Fire support planning was far superior during the Saipan
Campaign than was observed during Urgent Fury. Again, the
use of trained liaison teams insured that units would get
effective sunport at Saipan. These (zssons were
unfortunately lost in the Grenada operation. Even JTF 120
did not have trained personnel in Jjoint fire support
operations.11

Finally, intelligence was not <done well for either
operation. The Saipan operation lacked thae resources to
reach out and capture large amounts of data to analyze. They
relied on submarine sightings, photo-receon, captured enemy
documents, and radio intercepts. Their underestimate of the
eneny strength caused a major delay in tﬁu campaign and the )
warly commitment of the 27th Infantry Division (reswrve),
which Genaeral Holland M. Smith (USMC) wanted to avoid.

Urq.ﬁglFury suffered from a similar failure of knowing
the enemy strength and locations. Failure to Qain tactical
surprise, cdue to the delay in H=hour, led to unnecessary
casultien.12 Good inteiligence is hard to get and is most
often the reason for "friction in war."13 Commanders must be

prepared +or this in combat.
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CHAFTER IX
CONCLUSION
What were the results of the Saipan Campaign and what
can ba learned from this operation? The operation had
accomplished its mission by breaking the outer ring of the
Japanesen defense and thus, providing the United States with
the capabllity to conduct air strikes on the Japanese
homeland with ita fleet of B-29 long range bombers. This
reprasented the deepest thrust into the Japanese lines of
communications which subsequently caused great concern to the
Japanese population. i
In November 1945, Marquie kKoichi Kide, Lord kKeeper
of the Frivy Seal of Imperial Japanese government,
was asked by American interrogators at what date
had he first given up hope that Japan could not win
the war in the Pacific? He answered, "rather
early-after the fall of Saipan. It was my opinion
at that time that it was advisable to give
consideration to ending tha war." When further
asked what were the particular significant results
stemming from the fall of Saipan, he listed two:
"First, the fall of Saipan meant the
intenuification of American air attacks upon the
Japansse home islands. Second, the failure of the X
Navy, upon which our Japanese people in general had
placed a high reliance....2
In general the results were cl.ar.'tho Japanese Fleet had
lost large:numbers of carriers and land based aircraft.
Their submarine fleet was made almost totally ineffective and
their ground forces were defeated with casualties of over
20,000. The U.8. would move B-27's to the island and
establish submarine staging bases; thus making it more

effective in undersea warfare.
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The results were uWst ohvat the JOH and Admiral Nimitz
and Mia stafs hag hoped to accomplish,. Now a look at what
was or can be learned from the Saipan Campaign? This was an

excellent example of successful joint operation involving a

Joint staff, (Naval, Marine, Army, and Army Air Force)
planning and executing together. They used the limited
written Field Manuals available (USMC doctrine) on amphibious
operations, and married this with what they had learned at
Tarawa and the Marshals Islands. The planning had followed
the amphibious strategy of Admiral Turner. They had secured
the sea lines of communications to the zone of conflict, and
commanded the seas and air around the objective.3

Tactical plans were developed simultanecusly with
support requirements and training. Roh.arnal; were conducted
on all phases of the operation. Liaison teams for naval
gunfire and close air support, alomng with compatible radios,
linked up with the units they were to support during the
training phase. Special photographic maps were macde and
distributed to the Navy, Marines, Army and AAF to insure that

they had similar reference points for fire support. Earlier

problems qtiTarawc had taught this valusble lesson.
Bupp&ﬁt:oporationi were alwo given the same importance
as the tactical plan. General Holland M. Smith had required
the units to practice their procedures for unloading the
supplies. &4 Detailed plans were developed and the Navy
beachmasters were well schooled in their responsibilities.

During the loading. of equipment, careful attention was taken
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to dnsure bhay fallowad sombat load Hlang, bhus inauring Lhe
important pieces of =20uipmant would he readily available to
come off the ships first.

Admiral Turner and General Holland M. Smith had
carefully worked out the command relationship. General
Holland M. Smith would take command once the two divisions
werse ashore in strength., This in fact occurred within the
firat hour. Smith commanded from the ship USS Rocky Mount,
urtil 13%0 hours on 17 June, when he .itablilhnd A command
post in the village of Charan Hanoa.8 Transition of command
weant smoothly at Saipan.

Tactical operations among the services went as well as
can be expected in the friction of combat. Certainly, the
failure of the intelligence estimate created changes in the
plan and the duration of combat. The success of this Jjoint
operation is a direct result of the bloody lessons learned
during the previous amphibious assaults in the Central
FPacific. They quickly learned the need for liaison teams o
maintain coordination with adjacent units, to maximize
available fire support and to provide tactical communicaticns
and advicEiw .

This. was not a perfect operation. Problems occurrad
during all phases of the cperation. The controversy beatween
General Holland M. Smith (USMC) and General Ralph Smith
(Army) stands out as a major confrontation between the Marine
Corps and the Army. This was an unfortunate problem that

will never be properly explained in the contaxt of history.

\
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It was not & pertect world and rivalries did exist netween

the servicea. General Holland M. Smith points this out in

hie book, Caral and Erags:

Looking back on this period from the vantage of
yeara and distance, ! sometimes wonder if we didn't
have two enemiest the Japanese and certain braus
hats in the Army and Navy.é

One lesson thet has bewn analyzed by many historians and
wtrategist of World War !I, has been the unity of command
insue in the Facific Theater. It will never be known what
would have happened with either General MacArthur or Admiral
Nimitz in charge. Dividing the resources and
responsibilities between these two leaders was not the best
solution. Many manhours at all lavels were used up in Eho
debates over stratugy in the Pacifie. The JC8 had to contend
with two major compating headquarters over all the issues in
the Pacific Theater, thus dividing the JC8 mambers and staff
along a sarvice related strategy. Lisutenant Colonel Henry
G. Morgan Jr. made the following ocbservation in hiws research
on the war strategy in the Pacific.

Disagreament over the proper route of advance in
the Pacific, like other disagresments over
stratagy, was largely an inter-service dispute.

- The strategy debates were conducted by skilled

. professional officers who were sarnestly seeking

“‘the most objectively logicel solutions to their
problems. They succeaded admirably, but it was
unavoidable that each officer should bring to his
task certain preconceptions of warfare which were
typical of the service prestige or on the post-war
relationships of the services. Even so, these
differences should not be dismissed simply as
parochial and petty bickering. The protagonists
were man of intelligence and professional
competence, men with a high sense of honor and of
public responsibility. Behind their concern for
personal presitge was a concern for service
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prestiged behined that was a concern for thae long
run position of the services Lo 2ach other and ko
the society they sarved; and behind this were
deep-seated convictions about hhe safety of the
nation. No doubt less roble motivea intruded
themselvaes from time to time into the debhates on
stratagy, but this iw to admit nothing more than
that the strategist were being Human.?

The Goldwater-Nichols Act of 1984 went a long way in
motivating the services to place emphasis on joint deoctrine,
eduction and training., It iw now 1990 and very little has
bean published in doctrine. The J-7 Directorate of the JCS
has the requirement to publish this doctrine; however, only a
few publications have hit the street, and these are in draft
form. Qualified officers (Joint Staff Officer qualified-
schooling and a three year assignment in a joint pesition)
assigned to the National Defense University should be working
closely with J=7 to assist in doctrine development.
Additionally, every effort should be made to capture the
recent lessons learned from "Operation Just Cause," in
Fanama. This involved all the services in an operation
similar to Grenada. In Panama the Southern Command Stafé,
was utilized to plan and execute the entire operation, unlike
Grenada where an ad-hog staff was employed. "Just Cause" may
illuutratwi'boﬂttvc movement toward organized joimt ervice
operations,’

The Pacific Theater of operation during World War II
praovides some of the best historical battles dealing with
Joint and combined operations. Saipan was just one of

seve-al campaigns where commanders had to plan and coordinate

Navy, Marine, Army and Army Air Forces to accomplish the
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migsion, Hightoriang amnd e mer that participated in those
yraat battles Mave vividly reported “heir uwnderstanding of
the facts and memories of txe accounts of these historic

times; however, understanding how they made it work in the

pash is the challenge for todays strategists and tacticians,
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